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Following the staff meeting today, I de~ided to try and reconstruct the original intent of RCW 66.24.185
which was adopted by the Legislature in 1984. It originally.appeared in the Senate Agriculture
Committee under the sponsorship of Senatora Hamen and Beaitz as SB 4503. Between the first reading
on January 16, the committee hearing and subsequent executive s~sion on January 30 the bill had soroe
rewriting done on it by Jim Halstrom, at that time the MIW Division supe~isor as web as the Board’s
legislative liaison. (Se~ attachment~ for original and ~ubsfitute bills.)

Selden 3 is where the roajority of the rewrite was done. The original bill allowed for wine to be
"removed from bond and shipped to (a) a licrnsed Washington wine wholesaler, (b) a licensed
Washington wine importer, or (c). the state liquor board." Themibstitute. bill said the ~wine may
rerooved...only for the purpose of being (a) exported froro the state, (b) shiiaped to a liccascd
Washington winewholcsaler, or (c) returned to a wine.ry or bonded wine warehJonse."

Section 4 apIxar~ a~ a comprvmise secfioa- Halstrom said the b~e~ aad wine wholesalers wanted to
make certain large chain stores could not set up their own warchouae and distribution systelm for their
respective stores. Section 4 was there to remove those apprehensions.

I ~poke with Halstrom this afternoon and he reroerobcrs the bill as having a several objectives:
1.    To facilitate o~ expeditd comolidations of shipments of wine for export by having various
wines warehotmed in a centralized location;
2. To provide off-site storage for excess wine produced by the wineries; and,

3. To fuflher.guarantee that such facilities would not undermine the thxee tier systvnx

Section 4 was in the original bill and rtmlained a~ such throughout the legislative proce~ to ensure
protection for the wholesalers. Appmently there was ai least one major chain of grocery stores that had
discussed the desirability of serving as their own distribution point since they already scn~ trucks to their

stores, on a regular b~is.

the Board’s staff, and the bill

progressed through the appropriate stages froro there.          "

[ filed the 101 with the Code Reviser today. The tentative schedule follows:
Responses from 101 intent to consider statement due by 06/01D5.
If decision is to proceed, write and file proposed rule (102) statement by 06/07/95.
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Proposed rule published in State.Register issue distributed on 06/21/95.
Hearing set for 07/11/95 prepare responses to testimony and send to those participating.
Decision on 07/19/95.
Effective date of any decision would be 31 days after fding or approximately 08/19195.
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